Introduction
The aim of this paper is to discuss the notion of what we call the topic of a sentence, and compare it with similar or related notions employed in other theories, in order to show on which basis the notion of topic can be usefully defined. We shall consider, on the one hand, the approaches elaborated by Mathesius, Firbas, Daneš and our own which originate in the Prague School (Section 2.1), and the related proposals made by Halliday, Krifka and Vallduví (Section 2.2). We conclude these discussions by providing a specification of the notion of the topic of a sentence which in our opinion is systematic in that it covers a wide range of phenomena and has been integrated into an overall descriptive framework (Section 3). Then, we shall compare our notion of topic with the notion of center as proposed by the centering theory (Section 4).
Various approaches to the notion of topic

Approaches originating in the Prague School
2.1.1. We subscribe to the approach to topic-focus articulation (TFA) of a sentence as described within the descriptive framework of Functional Generative Description (FGD) by Sgall et al. [1973] , Sgall et al. [1986] , Sgall & Hajièová [1987] . We work with the notion of topic as a single item of linguistic patterning, i.e. as one member of the dichotomy of topic and focus. Informally, the topic of a sentence corresponds to that "what is spoken about" whereas the focus "says something 'about' the topic".
This approach is much alike that of Firbas [1992] , whose notions of 'theme' and 'rheme' are essentially similar to our notions of topic and focus, respectively. Similarly as his functional sentence perspective (FSP), our approach is based on two primitive notions, i.e., communicative dynamism and contextual boundness (see Sections 3.1 and 2.2, respectively). We differ from Firbas in that we do not work with the 'transition' as a third part of the sentence and attempt to give a more explicit specification of the relationships of aspects of tfa among themselves and to the other layers of grammar.
Our approach differs also from the approaches of some other Prague School linguists who propose to distinguish between 'theme' and 'point of departure ' (in Czech: 'základ', 'thema' versus 'východitì' or 'východisko') . (1) V jedné zemi panoval král, který byl nesmírnì bohatý. "v jedné zemi" = point of departure (Cz. východitì) In (1)(a) 'the point of departure' is constituted by the expression 'v jedné zemi' (in one country) and there is no 'theme' in this sentence; in (1)(b) the 'theme' and 'the point of departure' coincide ('nejstaršího z nich', the oldest of them).
However, examples where 'theme' and 'point of departure' do not coincide are very rare and uncertain; the Locative in (1)(a) may well be classified as a 'theme' (the country is 'spoken about' in the sentence); Mathesius himself did not stick to this distinction in his later writings.
Some related approaches
2.2.1. Halliday [1967; 1970] Let us just remark that due to the presence of 'this' we would prefer to view 'this gazebo' as 'given', rather than as 'new'; the rightmost part of the sentence , being in the shade after the falling tone, belongs to the theme or topic, in our terms.
However, the use of the pronoun shows that the theme cannot be understood as fully new in (2).
Also some more recent theories find it necessary to introduce two (series of) notions, especially in connection with focus sensitive particles.
2.2.2. Krifka [1992] proposes to distinguish topic-comment structures from background-focus structures and raises the question of their interaction. He follows Jacobs [1984] in allowing for both the topic (T) and comment (C) to consist of background-focus structures, cf. examples in (3) (Krifka's example (68)):
From the perspective of our approach, Krifka's considerations are motivated by the effort to put into harmony the topic/focus articulation and the constituent structure of the sentence. It has become clear that focus does not necessarily form a syntactic constituent at any level, according to the standard phrase-structure analyses of these sentences (see already the criticism of Chomskyan treatment of presupposition and focus in Sgall et al. [1973] ).
The distinction between 'topic' and 'background' seems appropriate in cases of sentences in which a focalizer (i.e. a particle such as 'only', 'even', 'also') is included in the topic, as in (4) quoted from Hajièová et al. [in prep.] . The topic of the B's utterance consists of the whole if-clause together with 'we'; the focalizer 'even' has as its background the verb 'realized' and the that-clause, and 'Paul' as its focus, ff (in the topic part of the sentence).
(4) In (5) and (6), the link and the tail can be distinguished in a rather straightforward way. In both examples, the links precede the (prosodically marked) foci and the tails follow the foci. The temporal specification 'yesterday' in (5) serves as a temporal setting. However, in (7) the situation is more complicated: 'yesterday' has the same function on the primary reading, namely a temporal setting, but it precedes the link in the surface order in English:
The sentence (7) can be followed both by (8) and (9). In (8), 'Becker' is the link and precedes the focus, 'the winner'. In (9), on the other hand, 'the winner' is the link rather than 'tail', as for the function in the information structure but is preceded by the focus, 'Becker'.
Therefore we prefer not to connect the function of link univocally with position. We believe that within the topic (or 'ground'), in the prototypical case the surface word order is in accordance with the scale of Communicative Dynamism (see Section 2.1); 'link' would then correspond to topic proper as the least dynamic sentence part.
In Vallduví's approach, weak pronouns are not assigned any specific position in information packaging. This point is rather surprising in view of the generally accepted appurtenance of weak pronouns to what Vallduví calls ground.
Last but not least, Vallduví distinguishes between 'link' and 'tail' as the only two parts of 'ground'. In our opinion, a more fine-grained scale is needed in order to account for differences in the informational status of individual elements within the topic (ground). The notion of communicative dynamism can provide such a scale, without the need to split the topic into two parts.
Specification of topic in the FGD approach
The specification of topic within the FGD approach, which we present in this Section, is based on two primitive notions, namely that of communicative dynamism (CD) and that of contextual boundness (CB). We are going to explain these notions first.
Communicative dynamism
Our notion of communicative dynamism draws essentially on that proposed by Firbas (see Firbas [1992] for a recent formulation). We understand CD as the 'deep' word order (for a discussion, see Hajièová [1995] ), which can be realized, in the outer shape of the sentence, by various means, especially by the surface word order and the placement of intonation center. In the prototypical case, the surface word order is in accordance with the scale of CD. The main differences between these two scales concern: (i) cases, in which the secondary placement of the intonation centre indicates that in the surface word order, the most dynamic item is not the rightmost one (cf. examples (5), (6) and (9) above) (ii) shallow movement rules on clitics, verbs adjectives, etc. in different languages Although in English, e.g., (10) is excluded by shallow rules, its counterparts in other languages in which the surface word order is 'free' enough (e.g., Czech) prototypically have this order.
(10) *Sampras yesterday played with Becker.
Taking into account the degrees of CD within the topic of a sentence enables us to explain examples (5) through (10) in the following way:
In (5), the degrees of CD rise in the order of 'Sampras', 'played', 'yesterday' and 'with Becker'. However, the focus proper, i.e., the most dynamic item 'with Becker', precedes the temporal setting 'yesterday' in the surface word order. That's why it receives prosodic marking.
In (6), the degrees of CD rise in the order of 'Sampras', 'the game' and 'lost'. In the surface word order, however, the focus 'lost' precedes the item 'the game' and is therefore prosodically marked. Example (7) illustrates the sentence in which the temporal setting 'yesterday' precedes in the surface word order the item with the lowest degree of CD, namely 'Sampras'. This order is allowed by the shallow rules of English grammar, unlike the order illustrated in (10).
Sentences (8) and (9) exhibit the same surface word order, but differ in the position of intonation center, which reflects a difference in their respective scales of CD. The surface word order in (8) is in accordance with the degrees of CD, whereas in (9), the item with the highest CD and that with the lowest CD are interchanged. Again, this swap is reflected by a marked prosodic pattern.
We can conclude then, that the phenomena to which Vallduví applies his notions of 'link' and 'tail' are better accounted for by the more subtle scale of communicative dynamism within topic.
Contextual boundness
The topic-focus articulation of a sentence in our approach is defined on the basis of a primitive notion of contextual boundness as a part of the underlying ('deep') semantico-syntactic level of the sentence representation, which has the form of a dependency tree.
An operational test for the identification of contextually bound (CB) items can be found in the question test (see Sgall et al. [1986] , Ch. 3): contextually bound items in an answer reproduce expressions present in the question representing a context in which the tested sentence can appropriately be uttered. Weak (and zero) pronouns always are CB. Contextual boundness is not identical to previous mentioning in the (verbal) co-text. It appears that in the structure of language the cases in which a CB item is directly known from the co-text are not distinguished from those in which topic just introduces the sentence, being adduced as (if) readily available in the speaker's memory.
Topic in the FGD approach
We recapitulate in brief (adopting the wording of Hajièová et al. [1995] ) the definition of focus and topic given by Sgall et al. [1986] p. 217f:
• The focus of a sentence contains all contextually non-bound nodes depending directly on the verb together with all nodes subodinate to them (i.e., depending on them directly), be they contextually bound or non-bound; the verb itself is contained in the focus iff it is non-bound. Whenever the verb as well as all its daughter nodes are contextually bound, the focus is defined with respect to a deeper embedded node.
• The topic of a sentence consists of those nodes that are not contained in the focus.
For an illustration, see the simplified dependency tree reflecting the underlying representation of the sentence given in (11). The direction of an edge down to the left denotes those dependent nodes which are contextually bound. The absence of a special superscript with the verb denotes that the verb is not CB. For this sentence, the topic consists in 'he' and focus in 'took his luggage' (as can be illustrated by the preceding context in (11) and exemplified by the question "What did he do?"). The position of 'his' documents that a contextually bound item can occur within the focus, if it is embedded.
In the theory of FGD we subscribe to, the TFA is not only a matter of utterances as occurring in discourses, but also of the structure of sentences: two 'utterances' differing only in the assignment of TFA (i.e. CD and the contextual boundness of individual nodes) are occurrences of two different sentences with two different TFA structures.
The arguments used in favour of further splitting of the topic of a sentence (cf. above) are not conclusive for us. Therefore, we maintain that topic is a single item in the linguistic patterning. Differences in the informational status of individual elements within the topic are accounted for using the notion of communicative dynamism.
The notion of 'topic' is often assumed by other researchers to be equal to the notion of 'givenness'. However, 'given' ('known') elements may be included also in the focus of the sentence, as Firbas [1957; 1966; , p. 21ff.) has already argued. Thus, a 'given' element can be referred to by a contextually non-bound item. 1 In other terminologies such an item may be referred to as contrasted or as chosen among the set of alternatives), see 'the window' in (12).
(12) (John entered the room.)
First, he went to the window.
On the other hand, a 'given' element may be also linguistically referred to by a CB item even though occurring in the focus, see 'his' in (11) above.
We distinguish between these two layers of 'givenness' by working with the degrees of activation (salience) of elements in the stock of shared knowledge (or, more precisely, as E. Prince notes, the speaker's image of the state of the hearer's memory), cf.
[ Hajièová & Vrbová, 1981; 1982] , [Hajièová, 1987; , Hajièová et al. [1995] , Hajièová et al. [in press ].
We thus regard the opposition between contextually bound and non-bound items as belonging to grammar, whereas the activation of entities in the stock of shared knowledge belongs to the non-linguistic layer of cognition.
Comparison with Centering Theory
Close to our notion of topic, characterized in the preceding section, is the notion of a center in the so-called centering theory (Grosz et al. [1995] ) 2 , which fits within the theory of discourse structure developed by Grosz & Sidner [1986] , and concerns the relationship between centers, choice of referring expressions and the coherence of utterances within a discourse segment. Centers are specified as those entities which serve to link a given utterance to other utterances in the same discourse segment. Centers are discourse constructs, and they are semantic objects, rather than words or phrases.
The core of the centering theory may be briefly reproduced as follows: Each utterance U in a discourse segment is assigned a set of forward-looking centers C f (U) and a single backward-looking center C b (U) (except for the initial utterance). The backwardlooking center of U n+1 , C b (U n+1 ) connects with one of the forward-looking centers of U n , C f (U n ) −this connection may be of several types, which point is not relevant for our present discussion, and it itself belongs to the set of forward-looking centers of U n+1 , C f (U n+1 ). The elements of the set of forward looking centers of an utterance are partially ordered to reflect the relative prominence of the elements in that utterance. Their ranking is stated in terms of syntactic relations: subject>object>other (having in mind, however, that other factors are also important, such as fronting). According to the authors, it holds that the most highly ranked element of C f (U n ) that is realized in U n+1 is the C b (U n+1 ) 3 .
Our comparison of the assumptions of the centering theory to those of TFA is presented in more detail in [Kruijffová & Hajièová, in press] . Let us briefly summarize the points that are relevant for the present discussion:
An element which is a backward looking center according to centering theory corresponds to an element in the topic part of the sentence in the FGD approach. If we accept the assumption that there is always a single C b in a given utterance, then a closer analysis shows that this single element corresponds to the element with the lowest degree of CD, i.e. what has been called the topic proper. This claim holds with certain provisions; one of the problems concerns the presence of topic proper (although not a backward-looking center) in a discourse-initial utterance.
Both the centering theory and the FGD approach assume a certain ordering of elements that are 'eligible' for reference in U n+1 . The difference is in the prerequisites of the ordering: while centering theory relies basically on the syntactic relations, in our approach the hierarchy is based on the degrees of salience which are primarily assigned in dependence on the occurrence of the expression referring to the given item in the topic or the focus of a preceding sentence, on the means of expression (noun, pronoun) and on such factors as for how long the item has been in the foreground, how far it has 'faded away' not being mentioned in the discourse, and on associative relations. One of the factors on which the speed of the 'fading' depends, relates to the (repeated) reference to a given element by a CB item, i.e., mostly in the topic; this assumption, esp. in English, comes close to the centering-theory's preference for continuing reference to the same item in the subjects of successive utterances. Unlike the centering theory, however, we do not suppose this to be a prominent factor in general, independently of other factors of discourse structure.
This confrontation of the centering theory with the FGD approach supports our claim that two layers of description have to be distinguished: that of language structure (in which the backward looking center can be understood as the topic proper, i.e. as linguistically anchored) and that of a cognitively based hierarchy; the scale of forward looking centers seems to come closer to degrees of activation in the stock of shared knowledge than to a hierarchy of syntactic relations.
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